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REMARKS 


This is an Amendment and Response to the Office Action of August 25, 2006 and 
confirms a telephone interview with Examiner Robert Canfield earlier today. 

The telephone interview was initiated by the Undersigned in a telephone call to Examiner 
Canfield during the week of November 27, 2006. Examiner Canfield requested a proposed 
amendment to claim 1 and the Undersigned submitted a proposed amendment to claim 1 by 
facsimile on November 28, 2006. 

During the telephone interview today, the proposed amendment to claim 1 and the Leek 
prior art Patent No. 6,560,943 were discussed. During this discussion, it was agreed that a 
structural feature distinguishing the subject matter of the present invention from the Leek 
reference was the fact that in the present invention, at least a portion of the coplanar embedment 
portion lies below the recited seat member. Thus, it was agreed that claim 1 would be allowed if 
amended to require at least a portion of the embedment portion to lie below the seat members. 

Accordingly, pursuant to the above amendments, independent claim 1 has been amended 
to require at least a portion of the embedment portion to lie below each of the seat members. 

It was also understood and agreed that each of the other rejected independent claims, 
namely claims 12, 20 and 24, would also be allowed if amended to include the same limitation. 
This has been done pursuant to the above amendments. Additionally, independent claims 12, 20 
and 24 have also been amended to require the embedment portion to be coplanar with the 
connection portion. 

In the Office Action of August 25, 2006, dependent claims 3, 4 and 15 were indicated as 
being dependent upon a rejected claim but which would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form. Accordingly, dependent claims 3 and 15 have been rewritten in independent form to 
include all of the limitations of their respective base claim and any intervening claims. 

Dependent claim 4 depends from now independent claim 3 and is considered allowable. 

The Office Action of August 25, 2006 also objected to the drawings because of claim 23 
and rejected claim 23 under § 1 12. Pursuant to the above amendments, claim 23 has been 
cancelled. Thus, the rejection under § 1 12 and the objection to the drawings has been overcome. 

Claims 8, 10 and 14 were previously allowed. 
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With the above amendments, it is submitted that all of the claims in the application are 
now in condition for allowance and such action is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner has any questions regarding the current amendments, he is requested to 
telephone the Undersigned. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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Customer Number 25763 
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